strand of rabbinic tradition, was the language spoken by Adam. 3 Thus, even as Luzzatto gave full credence to tradition, he worked to obliterate alien features-that is, Arabic-from the historical treatment of Hebrew. Luzzatto's exertions demonstrated a prejudice against the use of the Arabic language to illuminate Hebrew, reflecting a position within Jewish scholarship that can be traced back to the Middle Ages. 4 In Luzzatto's case, his rejection of Arabic was part of a larger program to challenge what he saw as Christian control of a scholarly field that should have remained in Jewish hands.
Just before Prolegomeni was published, Luzzatto wrote a letter to Isacco Samuel Reggio (1784-1855), the foremost advocate of the cultural renewal of nineteenth-century Italian Judaism. 5 In this letter, Luzzatto gave a self-aggrandizing account of the making of his grammar, recalling how Reggio had introduced Luzzatto to the merits of Ausfü hrliches grammatisch-kritisches Lehrgebä ude der hebrä ischen Sprache mit Vergleichung der verwandten Dialekte (Leipzig, 1817; henceforth Lehrgebä ude), a pathbreaking exercise in Semitic linguistics authored by Christian Hebraist Heinrich Friedrich Wilhelm Gesenius (1786-1842) of Halle. 6 In Luzzatto's account, the encounter with Lehrgebä ude took place on the occasion of an unplanned meeting at the synagogue of Gorizia in 1829. This encounter did more than provide Luzzatto with a rationale to engage in a new intellectual pursuit. It reenergized his Jewish pride and generated a competitive drive to join the scholarly fray: I, there in the synagogue of Gorizia, swore in my heart to surpass Lehrgebä ude and not so much for personal honor as for national honor. It appeared to me an indignity that the glory, small or large, of the knowledge of the Hebrew language would have had to belong to an uncircumcised one.
Although according to this account Prolegomeni was intended as a means to seize from Christians the honor of leadership in Hebrew studies and restore it to the Jews, Luzzatto never revealed his intentions in the work itself. Prolegomeni was presented as a purely scholarly venture. On the other hand, in letters, where Luzzatto was more explicit about the nationalistic purposes of Prolegomeni, he never mentioned his theory about the Aramaic origin of Hebrew and the methods he used to develop it. Seen in this light, Luzzatto's scheme to expunge Arabic from the historicalcomparative accounts of Hebrew and replace it with Aramaic can be viewed as a strategy intended to overturn Christian scholarship by undermining its foundations. Luzzatto deemed it necessary to argue against Christian reconstructions of the history of the Hebrew language because he saw them as extensions of a critical form of rationalism that conflicted with the supernatural and ethical nature of Judaism. I suggest, therefore, that Luzzatto's linguistic research as epitomized in Prolegomeni should not be understood primarily as an intellectual endeavor but rather as an act of Jewish self-assertion. In his program, Luzzatto saw himself as advancing the Jewish nation while advancing beyond Gesenius.
In Prolegomeni, Luzzatto clearly advocated a program that was in line with his perspective on Jewish beliefs and practices, according to which Judaism, to keep its moral essence uncorrupted, required protection from the influences of universal rationalism. Luzzatto's well-known antithetical pairing of Judaizmus and Atticizmus, which encapsulated the tension in Western modernity between rationalism and supernaturalism, reflected the same position. 8 However, in Prolegomeni the stakes and methods were different: while his other major works were generally exegetical and theological studies of Jewish texts, here Luzzatto sought to guard Judaism from the influence of positivistic trends by focusing on the Hebrew lan- guage itself. Luzzatto accorded Hebrew the highest value because it had the potential to serve as a direct link between the past and the present: it was both a medium through which the genius of its ancient speakers expressed itself, and a cohesive force in modern Jewish experience. Thus, the study of Hebrew grammar was not a mere philological exercise for Luzzatto but an endeavor charged with historical and national significance. Indeed, in Luzzatto's own assessment of his career, Prolegomeni stood out as his major intellectual effort, a perception that is at odds with the usual scholarly evaluation of Luzzatto's achievements. 9 In the preface to Prolegomeni, Luzzatto claimed that the urge to write a new grammar of Hebrew came with the desire to emulate Gesenius's Lehrgebä ude. However, Luzzatto maintained an ambivalent attitude toward his model. On the one hand, he praised Gesenius's pioneering achievements in the field of Oriental languages and worked to absorb the comparative methods of Lehrgebä ude. On the other hand, Luzzatto's own wariness of rational systems of inquiry restrained him from fully embracing Gesenius's analytic framework, which was based on strictly empirical principles. Luzzatto believed that rationalism clashed with the supernatural foundations of Judaism, and that rational methods were insufficient to gain a full appreciation of the character of Hebrew. Such an appreciation required a special feel for the ''genius'' of the language that rationalistsand particularly gentiles-did not possess. This conflict between objective scholarship and a principled defense of the Jewish ethos led Luzzatto to a tension that remains unresolved in much of his oeuvre. In Prolegomeni, however, this tension proved particularly disruptive because it was further complicated by Luzzatto's conviction that the Jews had a natural affinity for the genius of Hebrew. Indeed, Luzzatto's reliance on the notion of the genius of Hebrew to demonstrate the close genetic linkage between Hebrew and Aramaic interfered with his stated intention to rely on empirical analysis and comparative methodology, resulting in contradictions that his critics were quick to identify.
Recent research has demonstrated how, beginning in the eighteenth century, tools for the study of Hebrew became a flourishing category of 9. Scholarship has largely focused on Luzzatto's engagement as a biblical philologist, on his theological stance as a response to the tension between tradition and modernity, and on his activity as an exegete. Jewish books. 10 In the nineteenth century some of these tools, though little appreciated in their time, mirrored the vision and sentiments of those among the Jewish elite who fostered the study of Hebrew as a vehicle to promote a new religious and national Jewish identity.
11 Luzzatto was deeply engaged in this study. His research into language carried cultural consequences because it entered contentious debates over the genealogy of languages, a focus of much academic discourse in the late nineteenth century. Thus, an examination of Luzzatto's labors in Hebrew grammar will show how the study of the language could be marshaled as an agent for national and religious self-definition at a time when Jewish historiography, with its nationalistic understanding of the past, was the main source for shaping modern Jewish identities. In what follows, I begin with a brief account of the emergence of the academic study of Semitic languages (Semitics), highlighting the relevant figures in Luzzatto's exposure to the empirical methods of linguistic inquiry. I then trace the development of Luzzatto's intention to reclaim Hebrew studies from his Christian counterparts. In particular, I stress Luzzatto's challenge to the view that Arabic was the key to unraveling the origins of Hebrew. Finally, I track the reception of Prolegomeni, revealing that Luzzatto, despite the failure of his targeted audience to respond to this work, remained undeterred in his efforts for the rest of his career.
I.
In making his debut as a grammarian in the first half of the nineteenth century, Luzzatto was entering a competitive arena. France and Italy were home to a handful of competent Hebraists, but the outstanding scholars were clustered in Germany. In the early nineteenth century, the commitment of German academe to comparativism was nearly absolute, although the methods employed at this early stage were somewhat unrefined. In Hebrew studies, it was Gesenius who raised inquiry to a level of unprecedented philological exactness through his comprehensive com- Unlike other contemporary scholars, Gesenius was more interested in defining the nature of genetic relationships between Semitic languages than in reconstructing a hypothetical language family tree. In its minimal attention to the historical relationships between languages, Gesenius's methodological framework sidestepped the questions that would occupy Luzzatto.
In the preface to Lehrgebä ude, Gesenius brought home a major point. Comparisons of Semitic languages had proved invaluable in illustrating the Hebrew lexicon, but they had not been utilized enough for explorations of Hebrew grammar. 12 If any language had greater advantage over the others, Gesenius continued, it was Arabic because it preserved a rich and archaic template for illustrating the mechanics of Hebrew grammar. But in the body of the work Gesenius accorded Arabic no more weight than he did to the other Semitic languages. His discussion of the linguistic material was objective and balanced. To be sure, Gesenius was mindful that abuse of Arabic had already led some Hebraists into error. In Lehrgebä ude, Gesenius seized the opportunity to take Schultens to task for having set forth extravagant and ill-founded Hebrew etymologies based on Arabic.
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The Christian Hebraist Albert Schultens, professor of Oriental languages in Leiden, did pioneering work in Semitic philology. At the core of his comparative approach was the conviction that a fuller picture of Hebrew could be restored only through the use of cognate languages, given that the Hebrew Bible, with its limited collection of books, offered but a fragmentary representation of Hebrew grammar. However, Schultens's skill as a grammarian was not matched by the methodological soundness of his comparative approach to lexicon. Because of his overrel- In 1829 Luzzatto finished reading Gesenius's Lehrgebä ude with mixed feelings. Impressed by the work's evident erudition yet wary of a number of analyses in it, Luzzatto wrote a letter to Reggio-on whose recommendation he had bought the work 14 -containing a pointed critique. Even if Luzzatto was driven by a genuine desire to appropriate scholarly methods that were new to the Jews-as he stressed in the letter-his characterization of Lehrgebä ude was reductive. Luzzatto presented Lehrgebä ude as a grammar that explained Hebrew through the lens of Arabic, obscuring the fact that Gesenius had drawn on the whole spectrum of Semitic languages known at the time. In Luzzatto's opinion, Lehrgebä ude was supposed to show how the ''treasures'' of the Arabic language could benefit the ''Jewish philologist,'' but Gesenius's attempt to restore the original pronunciation of Hebrew through Arabic seemed to Luzzatto anything but satisfactory. In the letter's closing, Luzzatto said bluntly that although Lehrgebä ude had ''blazed a new path,'' much work had still to be done for ''the clarity and solidity of science.'' This comment foreshadowed Luzzatto's decision to engage in the venture that would culminate seven years later in the publication of Prolegomeni. The letter, in short, anticipated Luzzatto's treatment of Gesenius as a straw man in his campaign against the Arabicizers of Hebrew.
Shortly before taking on the professorship at the rabbinical seminary in Padua in 1829, Luzzatto delved into the study of Syriac and began to learn Arabic. Barely capable of reading Arabic, Luzzatto admitted that he lacked sufficient motivation to move beyond the basics of this language. 15 Moreover, the burden of shaping a new curriculum at the seminary left him with little leisure to learn a new language. In an 1856 letter to Eugenia Pavia Gentilomo (1822-93), Luzzatto would attribute his rudimentary grasp of Arabic to his decision to avoid the study of Semitic languages whose genius did not resemble that of Hebrew. He saw exposure to such languages as a menace to his natural ''feel'' for Hebrew. Presumably less preoccupied with finding a space in the assembly of Ori- 17 Although Luzzatto does not speak of adulteration, he was convinced that the genius of Hebrew and the genius of Arabic were irreconcilable. Such a conviction is incompatible with comparative methodology and goes a long way toward explaining Luzzatto's failure to master the new language.
Luzzatto's prejudice against Arabic was reinforced by an aversion to rationalism and its practitioners, who-whether Christian or Jewishhad drawn close to the intellectual world of Arab civilization. From Luzzatto's perspective, mastery of Arabic had served Schultens as a philological weapon to attack the authority of Scripture. In a similar vein, Arabic philosophy, imbued as it was with Greek rationalism, had inspired Jewish philosophers and exegetes such as Moses Maimonides (1135-1204) and Abraham Ibn Ezra (1089-1164) to shake the supernatural foundations of Judaism through application of rational modes of inquiry to Scripture. As Luzzatto confessed to his son Filosseno (1829-54) in an 1852 letter, a dislike of Maimonidean rationalism had prevented him from reading the Guide of the Perplexed in his youth. 18 If he had chosen to study Maimonides' text, he wrote in the letter, he would have learned Arabic. tions of Hebrew synonyms. 19 Luzzatto never received formal training in linguistics, but his ideas on language were grounded in the philosophical speculations of theorists such as Francis Bacon (1561-1626), Giambattista Vico (1668-1744), and É tienne Bonnot de Condillac (1715-80).
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From Enlightenment language theories Luzzatto absorbed the notion that every language was characterized by a distinct genius. Accordingly, languages were regarded as the repository of the cultural heritage of nations insofar as they bore the imprint of the history and character of the communities that spoke them. While this concept gave Luzzatto a conceptual framework for his Hebrew grammar, it also prevented him from coming to terms with comparativism.
Prolegomeni was published in 1836. Designed as an introduction to Grammatica della lingua ebraica, which would be issued in installments from 1853 to 1869, Prolegomeni comprised an outline of Hebrew linguistic scholarship by both Jews and Christians, a history of the Hebrew language, a treatment of the fundamental laws of the grammatical formation of words in Hebrew and Aramaic, and six appendices dealing with Hebrew pointing and accentuation. Reviewing both recent attainments and time-honored controversies, Prolegomeni addressed aspects of Hebrew linguistics that were still intensely debated. However, as Luzzatto averred in the preface, the goal of Prolegomeni was to amend the ill-conceived system of analyzing Hebrew grammar in light of Arabic that had been popularized by Schultens and embraced by Gesenius. To this end, he worked to prove that Aramaic, and not Arabic, was the parent language of Hebrew. genius. Relying on categories such as ''euphony,'' ''perspicuity,'' and ''brevity,'' he outlined the genetic ties binding Semitic languages. He made the case that while Aramaic, Hebrew, and Arabic all developed from a lost mother tongue, Aramaic was the direct progenitor of Hebrew. 22 Using lack of euphony as a measure of antiquity, Luzzatto maintained that Aramaic, marked as it was by hard and high-pitched sounds, was the most primitive of the Semitic languages. This conclusion was corroborated, or presumably predetermined, by rabbinic traditions that identified Adam as the first Aramaic speaker. 23 Hebrew, with its harmonious and soft cadences, was taken as an outgrowth of Aramaic. The ''luxuriant,'' ''rich,'' and ''harmonious'' linguistic patterns of Hebrew were a reflection of the inborn preference of its ancient speakers for ''gentleness'' of sound. At the end of the chronological sequence Luzzatto placed Arabic, with its exceedingly rich inventory of sounds and forms. Because he maintained that Arabic was younger than both Aramaic and Hebrew, he thought that Arabic could shed little light on the development of the other two languages.
By following this line of reasoning and relying on selective pieces of Jewish tradition, Luzzatto proposed a language tree that was overall in line with the conventional accounts. Luzzatto departed from the convention by grounding his historical reconstruction on aesthetic judgments. The introduction of such categories as ''euphony,'' ''perspicuity,'' and ''brevity'' is a case in point. In this framework, Luzzatto denied that Hebrew was the mother of all languages, thus distancing himself from a dogmatic position that would presumably have undermined the rational foundations of the approach he resolved to follow. At the same time, he defended a tradition within Judaism that maintained that Aramaic was the language of Adam.
To refute the theories of Schultens, Luzzatto centered his arguments on an alternative explanation of the morphological origins of segholate nouns. 24 To this end, he analyzed empirical data based on the assumption that the vowel composition of words expands as languages evolve. This postulate was at odds with the methods introduced by German scholars, for whom regular phonological correspondences across language were the basis for reconstructing linguistic changes. Thus, building on the per- ception that Hebrew speech featured only tuneful and soft sounds, Luzzatto rejected Schultens's claim that segholates had developed from Arabic stems such as gabr-, which end with a consonant cluster. For Luzzatto, the latter type of stem was phonetically discordant with the mellifluous cadences of Hebrew. 25 In opposition to Schultens, Luzzatto speculated that Hebrew segholates derived from a stem with an initial consonant cluster, such as the Aramaic gbar-, whose enunciation was in line with the euphony he attributed to Hebrew. Yet Luzzatto's perception of the Arabic stem of gabr-as phonetically harsh conflicted with his own claim that Arabic exhibited the highest degree of harmoniousness. This contradiction-which Luzzatto failed to address-is an indication that he may have devised his explanation of the historical development of segholates to prop up his foregone conclusion about the priority of Aramaic. In any case, Luzzatto's attempt to challenge Schultens's analysis of segholates, which was taken up by Gesenius in Lehrgebä ude, failed. The accumulation of linguistic data and the discovery of Semitic languages unknown in Luzzatto's time have since confirmed the accuracy of Schultens's analysis. 26 Luzzatto's desire to protect the genius of Hebrew from perceived Christian mishandlings of its grammar, as well as his nationalist interpretation of linguistic theories, prevented him from adhering strictly to the rational and historical-comparative methodology that he announced in the preface of Prolegomeni. His belief that languages were associated with distinct national qualities limited his choice of languages that could valuably be compared to Hebrew, which meant that Arabic was according little weight, as a language both late and marked by characteristics he saw as incompatible with those of Hebrew and Aramaic. In his very determination to exclude Arabic from his analysis of Hebrew grammar, Luzzatto sabotaged his own attempt to develop a system that could supplant Gesenius's comparative model. The historical overview of Hebrew scholarship that opens Prolegomeni allows us to see Luzzatto's underlying motives. 27 From this thorough survey it is clear that scholars who placed too much confidence in the tools of the new philological ''science'' were targets. From Luzzatto's perspective, these scholars were responsible for having misconstrued the genius of Hebrew. Luzzatto rejected their attempts to explain away the vagaries of Hebrew grammar, arguing that grammar is not an aggregate of ''inevitable and necessary'' rules but rather a cluster of ''moral laws'' that reflect the ''inclinations'' of languages.
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In a chapter filled with biting remarks, Luzzatto dwelled at some length on Schultens, whom he described as ''very learned but not equally philosophical and critical. '' 29 Besides misrepresenting the essence of Hebrew grammar, Luzzatto commented, Schultens had erred in making Arabic the privileged means of his philological recovery efforts. Schultens's own purpose in tapping into the realm of Arabic was to account for the universe of the Hebrew language, to which the exiguous biblical corpus represented only a partial testimony. But the Dutch scholar's dexterity in extracting data from Arabic to explain the quirks of Hebrew, Luzzatto noted, easily slipped into aberration. Not content to elucidate obscure Hebrew words comparatively, Schultens had the nerve to liken Arabic grammar to Hebrew grammar. It is hardly surprising that Luzzatto, who considered grammar to be the heartbeat of a language, thought that Schultens's method was doomed. In Luzzatto's view, Schultens had devised a flawed method that created but a ''semblance of truth. '' In comparing Hebrew and Arabic, Schultens by no means broke new ground. Some four centuries earlier, ancient Jewish grammarians had elucidated opaque words through comparison with Arabic. 30 Unlike Schultens, however, they did not presume to purge Hebrew of its anomalies, nor did they venture to assimilate its grammar to that of Arabic. lowed their inclinations and at times resisted the organizing power of reason.
Whether to gain fresh insight into the Scriptures or a deeper appreciation of the spirit of Jewish literature, Luzzatto was persuaded that Christians turned to Hebrew almost out of compulsion and observed in the opening pages of Prolegomeni that Jews might understandably have felt ''self-satisfaction'' in seeing how the grace of their historical language had captivated the Christian imagination.
32 A sense of Jewish ownership characterized Luzzatto's posture toward Hebrew. More so than Prolegomeni, Luzzatto's letters were filled with allusions to Jews' intimate relationship with Hebrew. 33 This relationship gave them a special and instinctive aptitude for penetrating the depths of the language with little mediation of intellect. No matter how much study and knowledge Gesenius applied, Luzzatto would insinuate in an 1865 letter to Fü rchtegott Lebrecht (1800-1876), he was unable to understand ''the logic of Hebrew'' because he ''did not have the palate'' nor ''the heart'' for it. 34 Nor did Gesenius have an ear for the harmonious stress patterns of Hebrew, as Luzzatto seems to suggest in a footnote in Prolegomeni in the course of picking apart his analysis of consonantal structure.
35
Apart his stated desire in the preface of Prolegomeni to rectify Gesenius's errors, Luzzatto did not single him out for special criticism in the body of the book. Luzzatto's main charge against Gesenius concerned his analysis of segholate nouns, which was modeled on that of Schultens; on the whole, however, he referenced him profusely and approvingly. It was mainly in letters that Luzzatto defined Gesenius as a ''fanatic'' Arabist in the style of Schultens, and revealed his desire to reclaim Hebrew scholarship from him. 36 The short treatment of Gesenius in the historical overview of Prolegomeni was instead restrained and measured. 37 Fear of violating the norms of scholarly decorum may have kept Luzzatto from publically expressing his frank opinion of the master Hebraist of Halle.
In addition to Gesenius, another leading scholar was mentioned in Morgenlä ndische Gesellschaft in 1845. 38 As a professor of theology and Semitics in Gö ttingen and Tü bingen, Ewald made profound contributions to the fields of biblical history, Arabic, Hebrew grammar, and Sanskrit. Luzzatto did not linger on Ewald's scholarship, nor did he cite him as often as he did Gesenius. He presented Ewald's Kritische Grammatik der hebrä ischen Sprache (Leipzig, 1827) as an ''original labor, full of new ideas, all ingenious, varied, and sensible.'' However, he deferred to posterity the judgment of whether Ewald actually was the ''founder of the science of the Hebrew language,'' as he had been labeled. 39 Whether or not Ewald took this as a slight, he would become Luzzatto's most severe critic.
Luzzatto conceived Prolegomeni in part as a trial balloon for testing scholarly reactions to his grammatical theory. The core of Prolegomeni, in which the theory of the Aramaic origin of Hebrew was encapsulated, was followed by an appendix on Hebrew pointing and accentuation. This appendix concluded the work and was presented in the form of objections and replies, an indication that Luzzatto may have anticipated confutations of theories still in need of refinement. However, it was the latter part of the book and the historical overview of Hebrew scholarship-a section Luzatto considered secondary to the core of his theory-that attracted the attention of critics and commentators.
IV.
Prolegomeni suffered a troubled fate. In Italy the volume inspired both controversy and approbation. Jewish conservative circles frowned upon the thesis of the priority of Aramaic because it challenged the sanctity of Hebrew, 40 42 Christian Germans, who stood at the forefront of biblical scholarship, challenged Luzzatto on different accounts, ranging from claims that he was unfamiliar with linguistic theory to assertions of methodological unsoundness. Their attacks on the foundations of Luzzatto's work ironically mirrored his own ambition to demolish the theoretical foundations of Christians.
Luzzatto approached individual scholars to gain their support but did not receive the positive response for which he had hoped. 43 Because his colleagues outside Italy were more often historians and literary critics of Judaism than Hebrew linguists, and because Prolegomeni was written in Italian, the volume failed to find a broad audience. He regretted that no copies of Prolegomeni were sold in Ashkenaz and sought the assistance of peers in disseminating the book locally. 44 In his effort to popularize Prolegomeni, Luzzatto also reached out to Hungarian maskil Salomon Rosenthal (1763-1845) of Pest: I am sending you the introduction to Prolegomeni, which I have just published, and you will see how I have reclaimed the honor of the this account. Luzzatto sages of our nation, and how I escape subservience to the sages of the nations [i.e., Christians] and blind trust in them, how I wished to confront the eminent grammarians of the nations and destroy the foundations of their constructions. I hope you agree with me that in order to gain honor before the nations, it is useless to point out others' errors and look for shortcomings in their books without proposing correct and valuable things . . . as I have done in this book that I am giving you today. 45 The tone of the letter makes clear that Luzzatto thought Rosenthal a sympathetic addressee likely to appreciate the nationalistic purpose of his work. Without detailing what ''correct and valuable things'' he had to offer, Luzzatto stated only his motives. But Prolegomeni did not impress Rosenthal. The Hungarian was more interested in, and critical of, Luzzatto's notorious anti-Maimonidean stance. In a pamphlet titled Bet owen (n.p., 1839), Rosenthal attacked Luzzatto for his rejection of Maimonidean rationalism; there is no evidence that he responded to the core argument of Prolegomeni.
Even Luzzatto's long-standing correspondent Solomon Jehuda Leib Rapoport (1790-1867) of Prague treated Prolegomeni with a mixture of condescension and indulgence. 46 Though he solicited his opinion several times, Luzzatto only received Rapoport's evaluation of Prolegomeni in 1838, more than two years after he had sent him the book. The latter offered a few measured words of appreciation on Luzzatto's history of Hebrew grammars and his discussion of the vowel signs. 47 This must have disheartened Luzzatto, especially since in 1836 he had emphasized to Rapoport that his theory about the origins of Hebrew pointing was a secondary feature of Prolegomeni, and that the main purpose of the book was ''to reveal that the labor of Schultens, Michaelis, and later grammarians . . . [ In his tireless promotion of Prolegomeni, Luzzatto went so far as to approach Gesenius himself. Although Luzzatto would claim much later that his own ''sentiment for the Hebrew language repelled the interpretations and the readings of this great Orientalist,'' he set great store by the Halle professor's judgment. 50 In 1837, about a year after the appearance of Prolegomeni, Luzzatto sent Gesenius a copy of his volume along with a deferential letter penned in Latin. 51 In the letter, Luzzatto emphasized the intellectual debt he owed his addressee as he tactfully warned him of their scholarly disagreements. In so doing, he advised Gesenius that Prolegomeni contained the ''thoughts of his admirer'' and that his respect for Gesenius, ' 56 At the same time, however, Arnold may have been privy to Gesenius's thoughts about Prolegomeni. Regardless of whether Arnold based his review on Gesenius's opinions, he revealed professional integrity by underscoring both the merits and faults of Luzzatto's research.
Arnold took on the task of acquainting Germans with Luzzatto's book in part by translating extensive sections of Prolegomeni. Although he made favorable observations about Luzzatto's overview of linguistic scholarship, Gesenius's protégé focused mainly on the book's methodological limitations, homing in on the theoretical framework that Luzzatto had articulated to support his thesis about the primacy of Aramaic. Arnold argued that the analysis of Hebrew vis-à -vis Aramaic was methodologically flawed and did not follow from the theory Luzzatto himself had developed. Through a swift discussion of the evidence provided by Luzzatto, Arnold showed that the principles at the core of Luzzatto's theory were lacking in descriptive power. To Arnold, Luzzatto's thesis, which was largely based on a comparison between the syllabic and vocalic composition of words in Aramaic and Hebrew, looked like an expedient that Luzzatto thought up to validate his theory about the primacy of Aramaic. As a result, Arnold continued, Luzzatto had to ''layer hypothesis upon hypothesis to keep his system upright.'' 57 Without taking a position on the current views of language genealogy, Arnold tore asunder the theory that Aramaic was the progenitor of Hebrew. Arnold, like Gesenius, never established a historical family tree of Semitic languages. Furthermore, and more important, he pointed out that Gesenius, contrary to what Luzzatto claimed, never shared the pan-Arabist tendencies of the Dutch school of Semitic philology.
Arnold did not direct his attention solely to philological minutiae. He also remarked on Luzzatto's struggle to harmonize his linguistic theory with the revealed dimension of the Torah. Committed to the rationalist claims of his mentor, Arnold flatly rejected Mosaic authorship of the Torah, which Luzzatto defended on a linguistic basis in a footnote in chapter 70. ''That this orthodox idea stands on weak ground should be known by everybody,'' observed Arnold. 58 Luzzatto, of course, was not given the opportunity to respond. The footnote that provoked Arnold's disapproval, however, had already addressed the arguments against of the Mosaic authorship of the Torah, anticipating the dismissive allegation of the reviewer of Halle: ''To perceive the frivolousness of the arguments of those people who deny the antiquity of the Pentateuch, I would be tempted to think that the true origin of their obstinacy was the fear of having to admit both divine Revelation and supernatural miracles.'' 59 Ewald had reviewed Prolegomeni a year before his younger colleague from Halle. Ewald was well qualified to assess Prolegomeni: he had written two grammars of Hebrew and one of Arabic, in addition to a spate of essays in Oriental philology that constituted cutting-edge research in their day. In 1837, he commented on Luzzatto's book in Göttingische gelehrte Anzeigen, a journal published under the aegis of the Gö ttingen Academy of Sciences. 60 With uncompromising bluntness, Ewald outlined the strengths and flaws of Luzzatto's work. He acknowledged that the acquisition of Hebrew at an early age placed Luzzatto in a better position than that of the non-Jewish Italian Hebraists-a comment that almost lent credence to the view that Jews had an edge in the study of Hebrew, as Luzzatto believed. Luzzatto's familiarity with the advances of German scholars also met the favor of the distinguished critic. These assets, however, were overshadowed by what Ewald saw as the intrinsic shortcomings of Prolegomeni.
In the first place, Ewald picked up on Luzzatto's use of the word ''rational'' in the full title of Prolegomeni. Ewald did not make the point of his polemic explicit. However, he suggested that the label ''rational,'' in line with a widespread trend, was employed in the title of Prolegomeni to lure buyers but did not reflect the actual approach of Luzzatto. He then argued that Luzzatto's poor grasp of linguistic theory and insufficient command of Semitic languages, particularly Syriac and Arabic, undermined the book's conclusions. Unlike Arnold, however, Ewald did not support this critique with evidence. He simply rebuffed the claim that Aramaic was the root of Hebrew. Only six years earlier, Ewald had main- tained in the introduction to his Arabic grammar that Arabic, though given written form at a later stage, conserved the features of an archaic Semitic language, and therefore its investigation was key to a proper understanding of Hebrew. 61 The difference in views on the genetic link between Arabic and Hebrew may have given Ewald a good reason to disparage Luzzatto. However, a prejudice against Jewish scholarly practices seemed to fuel Ewald's acrimony. He generalized Luzzatto's limitations to the whole category of modern Jewish biblical scholars: ''It is striking to see how modern Jews who want to make a name for themselves as biblical scholars almost without exception fear Arabic and also Syriac. , to list just those in the Christian sector. He had, sometime previously, infamously dismissed Gesenius's grammar, claiming that it was ''still completely unscientific and useless, superficial, inadequate and erroneous, whereas anything true that [was] to be found in it was for the most part only borrowed from my [i.e., Ewald's] writings.'' 63 Not only did Ewald's pronouncements embitter the last stretch of Gesenius's life, they also struck Luzzatto as irritating and unjustifiable. In 1857, fifteen years after Gesenius died, Luzzatto noted, ''I hate [Ewald] because of the insults he spouted out against Gesenius after his death and because he hypocritically boasts of believing while he undermines the principles of the revelation. '' 64 If this derision of Gesenius's grammar exemplified Ewald's general proclivity to demonize his rivals, the critique of Prolegomeni illuminated his specific anti-Jewish prejudice. 65 66 Whether Luzzatto read Ewald's review of Prolegomeni or not, he was well aware of the Gö ttingen professor's biases. Much later, in a reply to Heinrich Graetz (1817-91), Luzzatto confessed that he had refrained from using Ewald's writings to pen his own commentary on the book of Isaiah not only because of exegetical disagreements but also because of Ewald's hatred of the Jews. As of 1843, the grammar to which Prolegomeni served as an introduction remained unpublished. In that year, Luzzatto notified Michael Sachs (1808-64) in Prague, ''Many pressure me to put out soon the grammar that I announced seven years ago. '' 68 What catalyzed Luzzatto to finish this work was the announcement of the incurable illness of his firstborn son, Filosseno, a promising scholar in his own right, 69 a tragedy that motivated him to begin the publication process of the grammar he had promised in 1836. Encouraged by Filosseno in the last year of his life, Luzzatto interrupted his research into medieval Jewish literature, an enterprise that had been solicited by German scholars, and channeled all his energies into the completion of his unfinished projects. 70 ''I believe that finishing my commentary on the book of Isaiah and the grammar is more useful to the nation than illustrating the verses of the Middle Ages that are abstruse at times,'' he would write to Moritz Steinschneider (1816-1907) two years after the loss of Filosseno.
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The first fascicle of Grammatica della lingua ebraica came out in 1853, shortly before Filosseno died. 72 The discussions in this work revolved around the specifics of grammatical theory, leaving little room for the attacks on Schultens and ''his followers'' that punctuated Prolegomeni. In the same year, prior to the first fascicle's publication, the pedagogue Angelo Paggi (1789-1867) voiced a plea in L'Educatore Israelita, the first widely read Italian journal to specialize in Jewish culture and society: ''The above praised Luzzatto with his most erudite Prolegomeni published in Padua in 1836 made us expect a grammar, which, judging upon the same Prolegomeni, would cater to our shared desires; but it has not yet appeared, and the need for this work is felt by everybody.'' 73 In 1854, the same journal hailed the first fascicle as an ''extremely precious gift from the productive author of Prolegomeni'' and as the ''most profound and reasoned [grammar] to appear thus far'' and advised the Jewish educators of the peninsula to adopt it.
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In contrast to this Italian enthusiasm for the grammar, Ewald, writing in Germany, took the opportunity to disparage Luzzatto's practices once again in a review in Jahrbü cher der biblischen Wissenschaft. Similar to his rant against Prolegomeni nineteen years earlier, Ewald's exposition listed the weaknesses of the first fascicle and noted as well the impossibility for modern Jews to ''secure access to a fruitful and scientific understanding of Hebrew.'' 75 With a blend of sarcasm and self-satisfaction, Ewald also remarked that the label ''rational'' had disappeared from the title of the grammar but Luzzatto's overall approach did not offer signs of methodological improvement. Moisè Levi Ehrenreich (1819-99), an alumnus of the Rabbinical Seminary of Padua and the chief rabbi of Modena at the time, sent Ewald's critique to Luzzatto with this note: ''Here is the requested copy of Ewald's article about your grammar. Truthfully, I made it with rage because the spirit in which it is written represents an excess of impudence and insolence. ' As the fascicles of his grammar appeared, Luzzatto remained preoccupied with Prolegomeni. With this work, he had resolved to introduce a polemic into the study of language in order to challenge the scholarship of ''foreigners''-that is, of Christian Germans. Despite his goals, however, it was the historical and bibliographical parts of Prolegomeni, rather than the thesis devised against Schultens and Gesenius, that evoked appreciation. Long after its publication, Luzzatto still complained to his correspondents about those who misjudged the ''system'' he had founded with Prolegomeni. 78 The indifference to his ''new ideas,'' Luzzatto believed, was due to prejudice and lack of understanding. ''It seems that the century has fallen into skepticism, and does not care, or does not feel capable of judging systems, but contents itself to learn the names of authors and books,'' Luzzatto wrote to Steinschneider in 1859, unburdening himself of his disappointment.
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Prolegomeni was intended as a vehicle for entering into discussion with ''foreigners,'' Christians, and Germans, who-with the exception of Ewald and Arnold-showed scant interest in such a conversation. 80 Jews, similarly, paid little attention to the arguments made in Prolegomeni. Therefore, Luzzatto used other channels to highlight the significance of his oeuvre. For the first edition of Jonah Ibn Janah . 's Sefer harikma, Luzzatto prepared a critical introduction in the form of a missive to one of its editors, Raphaël Kirchheim (1804-89). 81 The venue was highly symbolic:
one of the earliest and most sophisticated treatises on Hebrew grammar, Sefer harikma was penned by a Jew who had assimilated Greek and Arab philosophy in medieval Spain. In providing his commentary to this treatise, Luzzatto did not pass up a chance to restate that ''the sages of the nations from Schultens to Gesenius believed they were correcting the science of our language but they actually ruined it. '' 82 However, the crucial section of Luzzatto's missive to Kirchheim did not find its way into Sefer harikma. 83 In this omitted section, Luzzatto related Janah . 's modus operandi to the present. The meticulous research of Janah . , Luzzatto observed, would have been called Wissenschaft in nineteenth-century Germany (most likely he was using the term to refer to both Jewish and non-Jewish scholarship). But a science superior to Wissenschaft, he maintained, was one that explored the metaphysical truths of the ''divine bequest'' (nah . alat shaday). 84 Sustained by a moral power, the practitioner of this latter form of knowledge could discriminate between the real and the apparent ''without showing favor for the opinions of the contemporary generation and without envisioning advantage or glory. '' 85 By contrasting German Wissenschaft with what he saw as a supernatural and authentic form of Judaic science, Luzzatto sought to highlight the supremacy of the latter over the former. In this dichotomy, Wissenschaft took up the traits of Greek Atticizmus, which was for Luzzatto the cause of the Jews' estrangement from the authentic spirit of their religion. To Luzzatto, the emphasis that Wissenschaft placed on rationalism resulted in ''pedantry,'' a notion irreconcilable with a Judaic philosophy that valued sentiment and heart. 86 Maintaining faith in the use of Arabic for exegetical purposes was a corollary of foreign scholarly practices. This corollary concerned Luzzatto as much as it fascinated the Jews who espoused the wisdom of the ''foreigners. ' 89 In so doing, he hoped to reach Jews who jeopardized Judaism by exchanging tradition for foreign wisdom. In a passage addressed to himself, Luzzatto provided a rationale for developing this polemical yet theoretical introductory essay to Ma'ase efod:
You wrote your grammar in Italian, and as you have not completed its publication yet, most of your innovations will remain unknown to the majority of Jews who do not know the language of your land. As a result, all youngsters who want to perfect their knowledge of the Hebrew language turn to foreign books and are pleased with them, drinking from their words. They move farther and farther away from the knowledge of the Hebrew language and err by seeing the Arabic language as critical, a view that the sages of the nations have promulgated since the time of Schultens. There are countless corrupted commentaries on the holy books that Jews have written after learning a little Arabic and accepting Gesenius's and his friends' argument that Arabic was key to the understanding of Hebrew.
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In a few lines, Luzzatto condensed the motives that had stimulated his research since the fortuitous encounter in Gorizia in 1829. In that circumstance at the local synagogue, Reggio presumably failed to anticipate the impact that his praise for Gesenius's Lehrgebä ude would have on Luzzatto's scholarly career. With his Jewish pride reinvigorated by exposure to Gesenius's erudition, Luzzatto embarked on an intellectual venture to remap the kinship of Semitic languages. Building upon Enlightenment language theories, he concluded that Aramaic was the most archaic 88 Luzzatto's campaign to recapture the throne of Hebrew studies from Christians never made a major impression in his time. Yet when Wissenschaft des Judentums was introduced in Palestine in the early twentieth century, the words of Luzzatto resonated with those who were reshaping the image of Hebrew. This time, the discussions moved well beyond theoretical issues of language relationship. In the debate over the expansion of the Hebrew vocabulary that Eliezer Ben-Yehuda (1858-1922) promoted at the Hebrew Language Committee (Va'ad ha-lashon ha-'ivrit) in Jerusalem in 1912, Eliezer Meir Lipschuetz (1879-1946), an influential advocate of the full rejuvenation of Hebrew, made the case that lexical borrowings from Arabic should be banned because Arabic mirrored a society and ethos profoundly alien to Hebrew. 92 In so doing, he explicitly invoked Luzzatto, who, in a different land and century, had striven to keep those two languages and their values, histories, and scholars distinct from one another. In a phonetic complement to Lipschuetz's rejection of the Arabic lexicon, Vladimir Jabotinsky (1880-1940), another champion of the revival of Hebrew, argued that the modern language should not be pronounced like Arabic because the ancient Hebrews had been far distant in customs and mentality from the populations of the Arabian peninsula. 93 Unlike Lipschuetz, Jabotinsky did not build on Luzzatto's arguments. It is all the more surprising, therefore, that he considered the Italian language-Luzzatto's true mother tongue-to be the model of pure pronunciation that Hebrew should have emulated.
93. Vladimir Jabotinsky, Ha-mivta' ha-'ivri (Tel Aviv, 1930).
